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N I INTRODUCTION S

) 4 o o
- 1
-

. The'development and organization of the data, sources"sed in /'Student

~Aid: Description and Options" (Lee et'al.;v1975) demand xplanation'on

.

. @at least two counts. First, readergcmust knaw what assumptions and def-

i3

initions were used so they may judge the validity of the results.

“

Second, the discussion provides a case study in the development of a

national ‘data base from existing gources of information. '”f}
r. - “ . o '!'\) N
4 x!

The problems we faced can,be summarxzed in f0ur categor es.‘ mhe"°

‘)n-l.

\ «

: first problem was using data from sources that had cqmbined

into different categories. A comparison of the definitiona used by thetbgs,t:

Veterans Administration and HEW 1llustrates the“problem. The Vetefans

«
3 . ER 0 I |,

The second problem resulted from incomplete data on a t0p1oa Thé

The third problem was’ the disparity in the numbers of studentstwr

‘déllars reported by different data sources. Pn some instances, suoh as

the number of student
distributions, In other 3

doar

we used numbersg from the mos




ethple, we used Higher Education General Information Sﬁrveys (HEGLS

1973) enxollment data throughOut the analysis even though other enroll-

ment data were available. _ | T . S

f{’ The £odrth problem was the'fbrmwlation of our own categories.,'In

e

some insLanees the categories were‘dictated by the data; at other times

We were able to build categories that were complementary ‘to our analysis.
s

The lateer case caa be illustrated in our estimations of Guaranteed

at

;“ SLudent Loans (GSL) These.awards .go to graduate students, whom we ex-

-/ cluéed from our study, and to students in proprietary schools for whom
. ( «
there are 1itt1e enrollment data. ' Sowe GSL loans are. also provided by

institutional lenders, which limits eligibility for the funds. For the
purposes of our analysis, we excluded the GSL loans awarded to graduate

students and proprietary students as well as those that were lent by
institutions;i

R4
.

+ The, SCOpe and.magnitude of the final dbta base were determined by

S . . \
A . - ' .

o

v, .
the information available' these examples indicate the arbitrary deci-

sions necessary in building a data base from existing -sources of infor- ",

‘.1;, mation. We weighed the alternatives at all points in the progess and

tried to remain close to our task of prOV1d1ng dec1sion makers w1th the

’most”helpful and reliable information poss1b1e.

Major data sources for our analysis were the Tfipartite tape (Fall
1972), the Fiscal Operations tape (Spring 1973), and. HEGIS TRN’%73B The
'h Tripartite tape containsuinformation prov1ded by institutionmal stu&ent

. »

a1d dfficers ot - their 1nst1tutions Applications to.Partieipate in Fed-
efal Student Financ1al Aid Programs for FY 1973 ‘Aid officers completed
the forms in the fall of 1972 g1v1ng estimates for the 1972 73 school
year. The Fiscal Operatiohs tape contains institutional student aid

‘officer’reports on- how fedéral funds in student aid were spent in 12]2 73

They;weredeokleeted in theisgring_of 1973.

We categorlzed institutions

[

-~




identified on the Tripartite and Fiscal Operations tapes ‘as public four-

. year institutions, public two-year institutions, private four- -ygar insti- "

tutions, ‘and private two -year institutions accordin& to ‘the institutional

classification in Fall Enrollment in Higher Education 1972 (Wade, 1974 .

“

u. S Office of Education (USOE) student aid program data are for

" FY 1973, with the exception of the Basic Economic Opportunity Grant

a

Program information, which is for qualified applicants as of January e

1975

recipients, by type of institution, for the College Work Study (CWS),
Supplemental Educatiwnal Opportunity Grants.(SEOG), and National Direct

Student Loan (NDSL) programs. The proportions were applied to FactBook

(USOE, 1974) state totals for dollars obligated in FY* 1972 and allocated' e

. in. FY 1973. Estimation processes were developed to distribute the GSL

dollars, Basic Economic Opportunity Grants (BEOG) dollafs, and Insti-
tutional Aid dolldrs by income category and iﬁstitutional type, Chapters;

V, VI, and VII discuss the procedures in detail. Chapter VIiil discusses

the information on veterans benefits, data were éxtracted from the FY l973

Veterins4§nmmary‘;5pes (1975). \rﬁ”/‘
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.11 CATEGORIZATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TYPES T

a

The Tr1part1te and Fiscal Operations tapes: classified institutions

of higher education by five institutional types: university, other

four-year, two-year, Vocatlonal, or other. Control was categorized af

public, private, or proprietary. To make the clhassification systém °

. ade .
compatible with information from HEGIS and other sources, the SRI staff

Q

combined the dat& into four categories: public-four, public-two, private-

four, private-two.’ In the first stepfof the grouplng process, institu-

tions categorized as university or other fourwyear on the Tripartite and

&

Fiscal Operations tapes were combined 4s- four ygar 1nstitutions, and » -

Private control

and proprietary control were combinedgto'forﬁ_the private category.

the remainder were cldssified as two-year institutions.

@

An additional disparlty between Office of Edwcgtion data and the

Tripartite and Fiscal Operations tapes- ppeared/in the identificatLon

.

and classification of branch campuses.’ For example, when student aid,

* e

data from the Tripartite or Fiscal Operations tapes were used with en-

'rollment data from HEGIS, student aid was shown in institutional cate=
o \
gories where there were no edrolled students.’

The secoﬁd‘step of the grouping process alleviated this problem;

-

each institution’'on the Tripartite and Fiscal Operations tapes was

\cla331fied as Dne of. Lhe four SRI types according to its categorization

\

¢ in FalL Enrollment in Hggher Education l972

~

* ' ’ ‘ * ' ‘- g I ’\ it ¥
HEGIS categorizations, for example, do not list “vocational™ and "other"

institutional types or-'"proprietary" control.

,

. , A .
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reflected adested gross 1ncome. o g . =Q“ s - W

o=
T

| ' ‘ ! ) - | v | y
o t .
. H .
a ’ N . . o A
TN . / ‘ % o . :
1II AGGREG FINANCIAL NEED OF DEPENDENT STUDENTS °
p . ,Q‘

HEGIS TRNST73B provided full-time equ1valent (FTE) undergraduate

degree enrollment for Fall 1972 by states and institutional types.é?HEGIS

-does not drfferentiate between dependent and 1ndependent students. All

full ~time and one- third of the part-time students were included in our

FTE enrollment figures, the percentages of rndependent students in each’

(v3

institutional category are presented in ChapEer IV, «

» -

HEGIS categorizes.institutiong into six types: '(l) university, -

(2) other four- year, (3) two- ~year; (4) four -year branch of a university,

(i) two-year branch of a'univer31ty, (6)" two-year btanch of other four..,

The SRI staff categorized (1), (2), and (4) as four-year institutions

H
c o
1

and- the remainder as two-year institutions,s as shown below, '

v N -
.

(L Universityv.» — L )

Four-year

2 ) |
( ) Other four-yea finstitﬁtion&

' (3) Two-year
(4) Four-year brangh of a*universit .

(5) Two-year branch of a university o-year

- ; o e »_,”:;—”’—_’_;,a—"instiﬁutions;t
. (6) TwoLyear branch of other four - L ‘,'

a

" The numberg of dependent students in each income categofy by type

of institution in each state were produced by multiplying the HEGIS en=-

.
rollment times the proportion of dependent students in eadh institutional

“type and income category-~$0 -$5, 999, $6 OOO $8 999 $9 000~$ll 999, and

$12, OOO ‘and above-—as reported on the Trrpartite tape. Income intervals

° : : S e e

. . : . FY
. R SR S B S
. Fi o
- . . - e i o
B ' . .2 N
SIEE "I .
. . o o
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3 . . . P o
. "

N « Procedures for the altefnative income distributions of dependent’
N : LT S ) .

~ .. . students, the midrange'estimation and the Freshman Norm estimation, are

/,J)LL” discussed in the following sections of tHis chapter.

. Lo . 4 . a

’ v Cost of attendance'fér dependent etudenta by state and institutional
type was produced from Tripartite‘and HEGIS data. Cost .€quals ‘the insti-

tutional total‘cngt of tuition and ‘fees, books .and supplies, plus meals

.

and housing. Tuition dati were oééained from HEGIS, And the remaining*

e -cost’items were extracted from the Tripartite tapes~ These totals “were
PR - ’ . ‘,._" . - . ) -~ ' /,/

weighted by enrollment ir’ each institdtion to arrive at a welghted e
4 # . v

' -
~

SRRSO - 5 Y, T . . - . -
S ngerage cost for each iinstitutiondl type. = - _ e,
S i T . - N R
' 5 Gross financial need, G, for ‘dependent stude nts, D, was determined -
—*f-l_' - by subtractlng the expected parental contrlbutlon and qelf ~-support- from
ol the cost for dependents -0 '

) 3_j' \f_ , : » . ol . o - .
S R %LDNeedG = Cost(D) - (parental contribution + self=-support)] . -
.""_-,-' ﬂ. »_.I . o N .
«a‘,: . o u" . ‘ . v K ] - -
#i.t. - Net neéd, N, included student aid: N _
i - L . - e T s ' N e
'[DNeédN E-Eost(ﬁ) - (parental contribdtion + self-support + student aid)]

I 0
o - Expected~parental contribution flgures were obtalned from the Col-¢

v
o w
'

'qﬁlege Scholarshlp Serv1ce'(CSS l975 Table 2) CSs also supplied the_

o self support flguree A dependent stwdent s average contributlon was.
L $46O 1f he_ attended a two yearvschool and: $SlO if he-attended ‘a four-

’

v'»year sehooly > . .. S, :

- “,k - . . . . ' ’7 _ s . % .
AN S S - » ' . ) . " ; -
- Midrange Estimaﬁion‘of Income Dlstribution for Dependent\Stwdents

A o
& sy, ..’ - ,\n\.a 4 R _’ o
a A R

[ K
_%,&; e The m1drange estlmates of &he income dlstrlbution for students at
Aol v ,

each type of instltutlon in each staté were developed by comparlng the

fknancial a1d offlcers estimates w1th the census bureau estlmates of_y;*

© ., the population hav1ng d@pendents of college age. AdJustmEn'

~ N
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T E aid fficers estimates were made from a varlety-of sources,\lncludlng :

-repo;ﬁé from the American College Testing Program (ACT{, the‘College '

Entrance Examimation Board (CEEB),- the CSS, and.data from the Basic f .

"*” Educational Opportunity Grant’ (BEOG) program.. ACT and.CEEB have published
7 '~ reports,on the family incomes of students participating:in their testing

+  programs in ind1v1dual states, and the ”Annual Instltutlonal Summary Data
’ 0 -

. Service Report” (CSS, l974*iconta'

Pdrents Confidential atem-wts and Student F1nanc1al Statements. A %

sber of Ftatewide financlal aid studies were also avallable, -

»

limited n

as. wei as other reports from state dgencies on, the financial clrcum-

.

stances of students, All_these sources were included, when available,
' o N ' ) . T . : e,
i to obtain the midrarge income distribution for a state. The data avail-,

- .. o

< .able for one state were not necessarily comparable to the information-
& -

avall ble for another state. * While the estimates are based on empirical

' =%
data, no single ratio or method was~applled‘to all states. .
. o . ﬂ \ - ’ ' ’
[ 9 F eshman Norm Income D1strrbutlon Fall«1974ﬂ ' '{‘ﬂw‘ f .
A - o ab . . o ) “

R E .,-, . o X P ”

T e Freshman Norm Study 1ncluded Only those students who. were full-

49 t1me, first=- time enrollees in colleges. At the instltutional level .
' ) 1nclds1o§ was based on>the response rate t¢ theﬁACE s Student Informatioﬂ
. .. S g . o F ."‘ - .
. ¢ . ’ s ) . . N - & ) 1 )
Form (SIF). .The required minimum student redponse rate varied by insti- |

- )

'tdtionalwtype: 85% in four-year colleges, 75% for universitles;’andkSO%'

for tworyear colleges. Selectlons of the qual;f;ed 1nstitutlons were
. - ".,_/\
‘oylng procedures to .ensure the representat1Venessvof Hhe sample.

A Y . ) -
e ',The'in&ome distribution was der1ved~from thewStudenf Information Form:'
[ R SR L e - " oL -
E - The SIF,is a student self-report form,_and'i£fshonld be.-noted that a.
“regreséion to the mean" phenomenon“has,been observed in student self~ .
. B ° . @ o ‘ S .
NG, Y reports "of famlly income: Low income students tend-to‘ﬁ%eresttmate
' N thelr famlly ] 1ncome, and high 1nceme-studen€? tend to underestlmate :
B - . ’ = - ’ - . + : :
o . _ ’
3 . ‘1“5 e \\.‘ o © )
. " # . v, < .
v * . 8 ,;‘rf“

. “ ‘ ) L . -
N B . 7 L. . . -
. o ~ . . : . .

. - - N . [y
¢ - [IEE——C— . e .o R - , 9 :
T o * - . . ! . " .




' family resources (California State Soholarship and Loan Commission, 1972 o o
-College Entrance Examination Board, 1971 and 1972) ’ -
i ' s ) : % 2 ) . .
The Ffeshman Norm“information was not available .on a state-by-state
« i . * R
basis. There were regional breakdowns, However, and the states were ° 0
RN categorized as shown in Table 1. ;
RN . 8 © .
! ‘:, ’ b v b ) ) . . .
! ) : e - e - ‘ ‘- s V - o . . f N ‘?"\ o
) Table 1 ’ Lo e C N
’ - K ! H N
oL ) \
. . ' 5, v : s . A - T, :
- . .o REGIONAL GROUPING OF STATES L. o . <
@ 3 \ ) . .- States * ) x . ~ : : P
R L - R . ¢ . : . - ,
) ' Connecticut; Delaware; D1Sv<ict of Columbia; Maine, Maryland; ¥ o
”}\ Massachusetts, New Hampsh're, New Jersey, New York Pennsyl-“
} vania; Rhode Island Vermant ’
. 'ﬂA A ) ~ .
Midwest' Illinois, Indiana; Lowaj Kansas, Michigan Minnesota Mis-
f ' souri,aNebraska, North Dakota, Ohio; South‘Dakota, Wisconsin
South Alabama, Arkansas, Florida;- Georgia; Kentucky; Lou131ana, .
« Mississippi; North Carolina; South- Carolina» Tennessee; .
. Virginia; West Virginia : ' .
Wels t " Alaska; Arizona; California; Colorado‘ Hawaii, Idaho, Montana e
NeVada; New Mexico; klahoma Oregon, Texas, “Utah; Washington,
. Wyoming - - R
™ R N ' f ]
. e “ t .’ ’ . ) . ‘ : v' ' ’ . } . "w
, S The Freshman Norm income categories were also regrouped to mateh
. the SRI study format, as shown below. ‘- _ R L ",.; ; -
. - - . & ) ) T N .
- : L - ; e Wl ' .
. “l v ‘ . ‘4] ’y N "“u .' N v ‘ . ) . L % ' " : ; ’
SRI%me . L g : : L '
R . Cafegory o "~ Freshman Norm Incdme:Category, ;
. 4 . $b to $5,999 ° <$3,000 + ($3,000-$3; 999)"+‘($4 000~ $5 999) ' ,g_g
: $6,000 to $8,999 (56,000-$7,999) + 1/2($8, 000-$9,999) S - Twe 0
$9,000 to $11,999 1/2($8,000-%9, 999) + 4/5($1O OQO -$12, 499) B ok
$12,000 and above " ”1/5($10 000 $12 499) + sum of remaining categories g B
f v - , @ ) ,, w,\ "‘
. 3 . g . N e - \;§' o~ N .
. . :ﬁa N / N "
£ - g - : oy : g “‘-"‘-.'e";./‘
: " » ’ " ¢ = 4 - :‘ '.; ; - ‘; . . " ) ' l' ‘ / v
~ ‘o o "':I"f‘t’:s“‘, 7 “ o e - .
. L, N o . N 1% ® ,




w

This formula assumes that students were dlstm&ggmed equally w1thin each

\\

income category, that 1s, in the $8000 $9999 interval“ it was 7ssumed that

N

%

i
'

50% of the stidents were in the $8000 $8999\sector, and 50% were in the

$9000 $9999 sector

Parental- {ncome by regLon and instltutional type, as estlmgted from

(R
data in The Amerlcan Freshman

v

National Norms for Fall 1914 (

1974) pp 52 ‘and 88), is shown in Tables 2 ‘and 3

&
i

-

tin.,et al., .
.9
Py

e

3

v

R

s, ~ I3
R . 5 ~KE Vpay

- R " Table 2 0
o ESTIMATED PARENTAL INCOME, BY REGION: '1974-75 '
. . ® i -
ﬁ, ///// . Distribution in Pexcent
Estimated Income East Midwest South _West =
| O - N cr’ o \‘cr ‘cr‘ ’X
. %0 to $5,999- 11.1% 7.7% 13.1% . 11.2% AR
s $6,000 to $8,999 9.9 8.9 10.1 9.9
7 $9,000 to $11,999 16.7 17.0 - 15.3 16.1
$12,000 and above | ' 62.3 66.4 61.5. 62.8
® . Total 100.0% 100.0% - 100:0% . 100.0%
. 3} . ) ‘ ' . Table 3 ) ‘
 ESTIMATED PARENTAL INEGOME,.BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE: 1974-75
. P . . R . N L]
- o ;:" 'mr Distribution in Percent .
L Public Private .
- .Estimated Income s, Two~Year Four-Year Eegrﬁ?eafm% Two=~Year
. %0 to $5,999 "+ K1y 9.1% - 8.2% 14.1%
$6,000 ‘to $8,999 *11.4 8.7 8.1 11.7
$9,000 to $11,999 - 18.7 15,6 13.4. 17.4
$12,000 and above 56.8. 66.6 70.3 " \.56.8
Totah& 1100.0% -+ 100.0% 100.0% ‘100.0%




N .
\ o -
- h % ’ ’
. ’ - : "' . V - L4 4 .’.A/
. _ Appropriate categories were averaged to produce the income by insti-
: tutionaiggypes for each region. [For example, the percent income /distri~-
. bution for public two-year schools in the East is as follows: A
) $0 to $5,999 S 13.1% + 11,1 = 24,2+ 2 = 12,19 ‘
$6,000 to $8,999 « 1l.4 + 9.9 = 21.3 % 2
o $9,000 to $11,999 | 18.7 -+ 167 = 35.4+ 2 =
I $12,000 and above _56.8 + _62.3 = 119.1 + 2 = )
) ' Total ' 100.0% .100.0  200.0 %
v This procedure was followed for each institutional type and fegion, and
. - the déta were applied to the states‘accotding to the groupindg in Table 1.
BAY ‘ . //’)
/
s N //— l ' B ’r Y d
) T 1
! t ’ .

. ﬂ /
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IV AGGREGATE EINANCIAL NEED OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS ”

t o . - i .
- Y N

. - Determining the aggrégate need of independent students entailed
three steps: , L o . .
~ 5 _ - .

)

_‘\\ ,i Criteria for defining'%?dependent students were chosen.

\, . Methods for determinlng the number of independent studeﬁts
\ at each inst1tutiona1 type in each state.were’ developed

\e method, of meaSurﬁng their aggregate financial need was
dev1se6/J ’

- <
\\ j T
. . o, . T
w o v

v

ton o

Defining Independent Studenté’“
- - »~ »

There ‘are. several @efinitienal criteria for determining who an

"independent' student is. ‘' We used the BEOG program'deﬁdnitiOn beéapse'

and 1nstitut10na1 funds. That def1n1t10n describes an 1ndependént student

as one who:\ ' s . o
"« Has not and will-not be claimed ag an exemption'for fedetal
income tax purgoses by any persdn except nimself or his
spouse for the calendar year prior-to thé'agademicfyear for
which aid is requested. ) A

* Has not received and will not receive financial ‘assistance
of more! than $600 from his or her parents in thg¢ ¢alendar
years in which aid is received and the cqlendar year. prior

_to the "academic year for which aid is requested.

e Has nét ‘lived or will not- 11ve for more than two consecu- '
tive Weeks in the home of a parent during the calendar
year in which aid is received and the calendar year prior
to the academic year for which aid is requested. '

3 - N
1 0 . T

]
‘

i
~1

e

12

St incoporates those criteria most widely used in awarding federal state,

o

L2
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*

Determining.the Number of Independent Students L . ‘ ‘ .
in Each Staté and Institutional Type o i ‘ : .

r

- Because thene is wide variation in estimates of percentages of in-
>

dependent students at different types'of ingtitutions, it was decided:

“ that national estimates could not be used without biasing the description

]

for many states.- The numbers of independent -students in eachtstate and

p
lnstitutional'type were produced using data from f}ve sources:

=y ” . " . . ) . o e
T A study by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) _‘ )
_ . in 1973-74 (Davis, 1974) giving information of aid admin- _ o
* ] istrators' estimates of 1ndepe%9ent students id each of L - A
the 14 SREB gstates., The, data analyzed by SREB are gathered’ // A

annually on the aid officers’ Application(s)\to Participate ) -

in Federal Student Aid Programs. ‘ .
e The Student Resource Survey (SRS) devekoped by the College
. Entrance Examination Board giving student self-reported /
T '  information bn student dgmographic characteristics, ﬁanan-y
cial circumstances, and financial aid résources in Califarnla -

Montana, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Washington.

e The repart, on alternative deflnitions for independent stu-
* dents, Who Is the Independent Student? A Study of the
' Status and Regources of Independent Students (Nelson et al.,
1975).» . :

\
L ¢ Program summary statistics (BEOG, 1975) from the BEOG
: . program on the number of dependent’ and independent students
s who had applled for Bas1c Grants ‘as of January 1974,

. _ . Inst1tutlonal Summary Data Reports from the CSS (1974)

. " giving information on the number and characteristics of

students in various states filing a Patents Confldential
Statement (PCS) or a Stuydent Financial Statement (SFS),.

A study by the Southern Regional Education Board (Davis, 1974), pro- ,

vided estimates of-the percentages of independent students enrolled at
"+ B Y .- -

various institutional types in each of the 14*SREB states. ‘A summary’
‘of the estimates appears in Table 4. The gstimates vary widely from

state to state and reflect two phenomena--the accuracy or inaepuraéy of
aid administrators' estimates concerning their student populations and
: ' . T

' N - .




v

the realfdifferences of enrollment patterns among southern states. ,It

“
&

is'difficult/to‘determine which'phenomena are applicable in which state.

. Y »
~ v
.

Table 4

FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS ESTIMATES OF PERCENTAGES
OF FULL TIME INDEPENDENT STUDENTS, BY INSTITUTIONAL

TYPE, SOUTHERN STATES 197? ~-73 o
S o hd ° .
_ High Low Mean
Institutional Type : Estimate Estimate Estimate ‘
" Four-year public cdlleges 30.7% 12.5% 21.0% :

. Four-year indepéndent -colleges 18.1 3.6 ~11.0
‘Two-yedr public colleges '36.2 1020 . 20.9
wo~year independgnt colléges | 1&.4 2.5 - 8.9

Voc/tech/business schools 44,2 ., . 11.8 24.2

LI 1

- The data deriQed'frqm the - SRS stddy and ‘the USOE report (Nelsom et al.,

1975) reveal.a scnenhat different pattefn of independent student enroll-

" ment;

.5

uatypes. KHowever, the data provided only rOugh ‘estimates *because the po-

that pattern appea}s in Table 5. The distributions are fpr averaées

of 1ndependent (and dependent) students earolled in public ‘and private,

K

two-yéar and fOur year cagpuSes among all states. Data from the Basic ¢

_ Educational Opportdnity Grant program (BEOG 1975) and College Scholarship

Service (CSS, 1974) ‘weré 1nc1uded to increase the information on those

'states excluded from the SRS studies and SREB states.

-

uProgram summary statistics were obtained fron the BEOG officials

on the number of dependent and 1ndependent applicants by institutional

tential appLicant pool excluded juniors, and seniors' deferent peycentiges
of potentially eligible students appfied in each state becau&efgiithe

unedqual efforts of guidance connselors and financial aid ‘officers.

]
Id

L4
oA

14

20




‘ 6 = Table 5~

DEPENDENCY STATUS OF.FULL-TIME UNDERGRADUATE .
¢ STUDENTS) BY CLASS LEVEL

a

.Column Percent _1’ Row Percent

Depen- Inde- Depen- Inde-
Class dent * pendent Total™ dent pendent Total
< .

Freshman . ' 31.8% . 14.2% 28.6%  89.8%  9.2%  10Q:

O 3-0”0
@ .
Sophomore  26.6 ' 21.9 25.7  84.3  15.7  100.0 .
Junior -~ 23.0 28.4 24.0 78.2 21.8 - 100.0 o
Senior N  17.1 31.7, 19.8 7045 29.5 . 100.0- -
Fifth year 1.6 3.8 S 2.0 b4 35.6  100.0 -
Total 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% ! Ac,_am:;y ,
R ) ) a Sy . ’ L
I o L
% ‘4i - ’ /;
Totals mgy not add because of rounding. A N

a

o

s . - ,

The Institutional ‘Summary Data Reports from the Co@@ege Scholarship

Service also provide rough estimates~6f tpé(percentages of ~independent

-

each state. These reporﬁs sup-

students at each type of institution i

p1y ianrmatlon on the numbers %f sgudents in each state who flle either .

nalyzes the/ financiaI circumstances
‘;F

'atter is for 1ndepend§nt studeats. -Like ’

a PCS or an SFS. The first form

T of the dependent student; the

the Basic: Grant information; these data ladk precision because not all

N

" institutions require the ECS or SFS. Rough Stipates of the percentages

ion in each state were

of independent students At each type of instity

derived by comparrng

of PCS and SEA. filers by'states§and_ o

’ . o

'instltut;pnal typesy

“f ’ // : o .
RN By using all of thfése data sources -and comparing the four arrays of | ~

percentages, it was posslbLe to estimate the rcentages'that would most

closely ‘approxi ate reality. These best estimates are displayed, in (/

e N4

Table 6.
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‘Table 6

. : . , \
ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,
* ®  BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE: 1972-73
A \ : .
! ) ﬁA Public o briva.te
- Location ., Four-Year Two-Year Fot‘n’.-Year - Two~Year
" Alabama 21.0% 28.4% 7.0% 8.0 v .
Alaska 65.0 \ 29.3: 27.8 26.7
Arizona 8.0 24,2 18.9 7.3
Arkansas . 25.0 22.4 8.0 ° 19.4 -
California 28.0Q 4.0 18.0 18.0 -
Colorado . 10.0 37.9 8.5 8.9
Connecticut 12.0 35.6 7.0 > 8.0
De laware 21.0 34,7 " 6.0 o 36 -
District of Columbia 12,5 35,7 12.6 15.5
Florida® 26.7 36.2 18.1 11.0
~ Ceorgia 24,0 28.2 1045 10.0
Hawai i 39,7 28.8 20.5 . 8.9 .
Idaho . 22641 29.0 5.0 5.0
Illinois 18.3 35.0 8.0 8.0
Indiana 7.4 20,5 10.5 15.5 ’
lowa 18.5 22.5 10.0 6.6 .
. Kansas 21.0 20.5 9.5 h 8.9
Kentucky . 25.0 28.2 " 8.9 13.0
Louisiana @ 15.8 20.9 10.5 n.a.
Maine 18.0 20.5 7.8 8.9
Maryland 12.5 28.4 6.8 18.4
Massachusetts 15.0 .27.9 10.0 10.0
Michigan 14,7 42,0, 12.8 8.9
Minnesota . 17.6 20.5 5.0 * 5.0 .
" -Mississippi : <131 11.0 33.6 10.0~
: Ml‘s‘souri & 25.0 + 28.0 9.5 15.0° 0
Mon t¥ma 19,2 30.3 11.0 n.a.
Nebrasks . 21.0 I7.4 5.3 8.9
Nevada %, . 20.5 40.0 15.0 na.
New HampshiYe, 26.3 *37.0 9.0 8.9 : :
New Jersey ., 14.0 11.0 2390 5.0 , :
New Mex i &o 21.0 40.0 24.0 n.a.
New York 30.2 43,3 15.0 21.0 .
,North Carolina 18.0 v 28.2 2.5 . 6.0
North Dakota ' 15.0 13.0 .14.5 n.a.
Ohid®  » 21.0 20.5 5.0, .12.0 )
Ok l ahoma 12.4 - 27.0 5.0 . 21.0 .
¥Oregon . 21.0 48.0 8.9 5.0
 Pennsylvania .- 9.6 11.4 - 6.2 6.2
iRhode I'slarfd 20.5 25.1 10.0 n.a.
Sduth Cayolina - 17.5 18.6 6.2 10.0 . -
south Dakota 21.0 14.3 8.2 12.5
Tennessee 21.0 27.0 6.4 12.5
Texas ° 30.7 2.5 10.5 18.4 ‘
Utah 21.0 1240 7 9.9 8.9 Y.
Vermont ) 12.7 20.54 * 13.8 - 15.5
virginia " 215 18,5 8.9 10.0
Washington 15.2 35.0, » 10.9 n.a. ’
lWest Virginia 12.5 12.0 7.5 §.9 .
"Wisconsin 15.0 % " 26.5 40.2 10.9
Wyoming 21.0 12,1 n.d. an.a.
» ) X
kil y{
n.a. - not available.
0 . . ‘ . 16 ‘) Yy . .
22
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ﬁfﬁ“This estimation is displayed in Table~7. - ‘i,'_ f&'

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

multiplying the total FTE as of Fall 1972 by the appropriate percentages -

necegsary to evaluaté average direct costs, indirect educational costs,

: !
tutional type and state as thosﬁ of dependent students, Direct# cost

B

‘marital status, the number ofhdependents they have, and the location of

.maritai/family circumstances of all independent .students was, derived.

¢

The, numbers of full-time indepeﬁden& students enrolled as under- e
L #
graduates at each.type of institution in each state were obtained by

~———-

for each state., Data for the total FTE, Fall 1972, came from HEGIS :

t

TRNST73B. o ‘ .

— Ow— .

Measuring Aggregate’ Financial Need ' o .
Bt .

b ]

-
\

- To estimate the financial need of independent students, it was.

;
/

and typical income, v

1
»

It was assumed that direct educational costs (tuition and fees,

I3

books and supplies)'ﬁpr independent students were the same in each insti-

data for dependent studérits. were available on the Tripartite tape, and

1

these 1Qems were weighted by the number of indgpendent stuaents at ‘each . e/

institutional type in each ‘'state. The cost of attendance for independent
) - g ‘

students were developed hy adding maintenance costs to.the drrect educa-

% . . o .

tion costs. : . r\fg‘ _ . o

" Sidce there were no'state-by-state data on the indirect educational
cdﬁEs»of independent students (e.g., room and board medical and dental - »
eXpenses§ and miscellaneous ¢osts), regional and nat10na1 data were used ' LA

to estimate maintenance budgets,

a @ %

#

The maintenance .costs for independent students vary with their
the institution.tney attend. 'Using data from the College. Scholarship o o

: Dy - : > ‘
Service's Insthty¥ional Summary Data” Sérvice, a distribution-of the L@
r"‘k‘l‘* "1 e b P .

17




, . e - L
_ , } : Table 7 e _ ,
] o~ MARITAL/FAMILY CIRCUMSTANCES _ S :
. ' . OF . INDEPENDENT STUDENTS// .
1 . - . . ’ .// ‘
_ ST Percent
. . Jlassification Distribution .
. —= - - . .
C  Single, no children 40.7% (
: k rried, no children 36.4 ‘ ]
Lo L - : Married, ome child . '13.1
i . Married, two or more children , .-----..9,8
~ Total S ©100.0%
£ The limited number of classifications shown in Table 7 is not in-

clusive of the.poksible combinations of tharital/famjily'circumstances,

. - N . . / .
T e.g., divorced or separated students with or without dependents or

+
students with large numbers of dependents. However, it suffices because

the maintenance gxpenditures per year for many dlfferent c1rcumstances

» -

are 1ncluded within this d1str1butidn.

Bureau d%“Labor Statistics (BLS) standards, by regions and family

)

. tircupstances, were used to.produce weighted,average maintenance budgets , -
for all 1ndependent students. . The "weights" are the percentages of

"students in each of ‘the four c1rcumstances. .The standard is the BLS

-

'low'budget standard for nine months, or a typical academic.year. Using

2

e the loW standard for 9 months rather than 12 has ‘the 1mpact of providing s,

a minimum estimate of ma1ntenance co¥ts for the 1ndependent student.
I3 o F
The low budget standards were chosen because they are the ones by which
4

-magy. ajd administrators measurg independent student costs. Less“con-

”

&
servative estimatges--the moderate “standard for the full year--would :

nearly double the maintenance budgets for,the independent students. N

“




a2

N . ' ¥ 7
’ The weighted averagé budgets for each of; five regions ‘ar

-

‘in Table 8.

.bases.

‘displayed

The average forAeach region was assumed to be the™maintenance
. v 4 7 )
cost for all independent students at all types of institutions id the

particular region.

. ] ) /
. Table 8 B
o' - » . » - s . ) ~ . . c.
- a LOW STANDARD OF LLVINC, STANDARD METROPOLITAN , ,
% . . 'STATISTICAL AREAS, BY FIVE REGIONS: -
. NINE-MONTH BUDGETS : o )
- _ . North- North
' Classification ._east ( Central South West Alaska
Single 32005 $1956  '$1902  $2071  $2840
Married, no children 2828 2735 2665 2858 3970 i
Married, ne Chlld .3580 3464 3373, 3670 5020
. Married, two children . 4159 4025 3916° " 4263 5830- . o
Weighted average - 2722 . . 2640 2570, 278. 3830 )

~ - PN .
» B N
.- "

- ' 2 C e, &

+ The sum of the weighted average maintenance budget- and average
. B,
d1rect educational costs equals Qbe totaf costs for an average indepen-

®

dent student. Average financial need can be estimated. by subtracting . ‘

v . -

the average annual income from total costs. There are, however, no
. [ . :

. ~ - N 3 L]
state-by-state data on the annual incomes of independegnt students, and

the estimates were. derived from a variety of national and-state data

r ~

The best estimates of total annualn&ncome for an indepéndent
student and spoqse are displayed 'in Table 9. ‘ '

s -

.

' The income.distributiom shown in Table 9 is foff all independent

students,»regardless of their maritai status or number of dependents,

-

at all types of .institutiong. It is believed that this distribution is . -

1+

an accurate representation of the typical income distributioh of 1nde-“

pendent students at eagh type Qf institution in the nation. The data R

1 N - >

.19 L > | .

N - 25
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Table 9 -

ANNUAL  INCOME

-

-

Income Category

STUDENT AND SPOUSE &

FOR INDEPENDENT

Less than $3000
$3000 to $5999
$6000 to $7499
$7500 to $9000
More than $9000

". Total w

. Percent.
Distribution
40.1%
s |
9.7 -
7,4
, 17.2
™ 100.0%
- 2

.o
) .

2 ¥
. L.

szﬁk_

available indicate only small variationk in independent student income :

distributions by instiﬁutionab ‘types or statés.
total income of an 1ndependent student and spouse was: availabLe to meet

maintenance and direct educational costs. .

‘m

~

It was.assumed that

This asSumption "taxes" 100% "

* . ,:l

" of. an independent student 5 income and protects none of the- resourcesv‘w

- of financial heed for independent students.

for emergency or' retirement this practice is cowmon in delermlning the

Vi A

I,

ab111ty of independent students to pay for- the1r educatron. .This aSsump-

tion and the use of the low budget standard have produced a low estimate jy

®

If the financial aid needsi |

of every independent student in the nation weré measured and then - summed

the total would undoiibtedly be higher than the’ aggﬁggate estimate produced

in this report.

]

-

;.¢§

13 ]

The final step in the process was to aggregateithéiiinancial deed’

L]

for independent students at each type of institution in each state in

the five regioms.

bution of incomes

_ Virtually no
would have direct

“&.

. : : . L
This required one final assumption about the distri-

and costs.

9
.
-

institutions and certainly no ifpstitutional -types,
- e

cost@?that, combined with the/average maintenance

20

N
-~

i
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A

- —1ndependent students have annual 1ncomes of less than $6000

‘a

o

Sumed that

in the aggregate, students with incomes above that

’ A4 -

would have no aggregate fihanc1al need. The best estimate of the typical’ -«

‘1ncome for students w1th less than a $6000 annual 1ﬁcome 1s tﬂe median .
i : “ . . A
of the dlstrnbuﬁion of Fncomes below that level, which 1s $2458.~ A "
- , N . = ;b‘:’ ) p. . ,P_._‘A,., e ‘ . ‘ v
The flnancial “need for a typlcal 1ndependeut student with an 1n- o ,
come less than $6000 is o . ’ o N va ce
v ——~— N ’ e . .;"
: . - RPERAE . ‘
average direct costs® e P e .
N "+ weighted average maintenajcefﬁﬁdget “ .‘ L e N
. . $
.+ _  total avegage edugatxonal costs % o R | S
. N . N .. L & ~
- average annual'lncome ($2458) : S L
) average f1nancLal need. , R I 'W%wa;if,wa:
" > L e s B
h'@ N ~ -’ N -
rerage’ ananc1al need is, for only thost students with incomes less: *
than $6009’because no total average malntenance costs and dlrect educa- L
. » M

Lwe . " w

ove $6000 thereg "*"

“re-y \v& R

N

tlonal costs exceed $6U00 the.students w1th 1ncoﬂ§s ab

"5"')
.

fqﬂe have no flnantlal need’, " &_ th Slnce-only QS 7A of the

éggregate‘
\!

the total !

— ¥

aggregate need for all independent sbudents Ln any 1nst1tutional typev

.

] - -
in any'state is produced by multiplyihg the avérage f1nanc1al need by .
65 7% of all independent students. . o R : N _v
.i . - .o ‘%@” ] V 4 > . \ V%*
Tﬂe formula for finding aggregate need of the independent students )
. . “F <.
in a given 1nstmtutlonal type in a given sqate_ls:? . ' .
RN NG ~ T S,
appropr1 direct cogts o . )
v +~apprepr&ate— alntenance budget Y "&_;/y/' . v R
. average total educatlonal expeggegr A
, typlcal,annual 1ncome oFf indePendent nee, sfkdents N
y average}flnanCIa eed of needy Students ) o
x.,0.657 of,a%d dependent students. ‘ T\f““““i S
) ' /Lofﬁilaggregate néed of f%ﬁepeudemt students, 4 ‘
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ST .o
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e \' M ' R oy . . -
@ . t A o Weighted Median’ " Number of -
) b - Average .of Annual (,«»Inwdependent Stuﬂents .
.. e 'Maintenance Inc_ome‘s: with Annual Incotnes -
: Region’ Direct Costs Budg,et ,<$6000 <$6000 -
: R . A . RN '."".‘"'-'.' -
o Northeast' [ (Direct costs + $2722) - $24587 x {.657 indweupeand‘ent:':"_enroll,ment?-"-i'-
. North e . ) - ( ' ’ | o
N N . o . . [
- I Qentral ‘[(Direct costs + $2640)- - $2458] x 0.657 independent -ernrollment,ﬂ‘-. g
Sou’th.' [(Dfrect costs + $2570) - $24587 x . 0.657 independent enrpllment .
" ‘T'.:rf," We"sr.‘ ‘{ [ (Direct costs + $2781) - $2458] x . 0.657 indxependent enrollme '\t
e ) Alaswl; N [(Dlrect \co_sts }.$3830) - - - $2458] x 0.657 1ndwependent enrolluient:
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. a »
v GUARANIEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM [ o
el S : . w oo cL T
o -1. »‘f"ﬁwf} a4 v - ‘ T :,'\‘17" e P
f{-Data for the Guaranteed Student LOan Program were less. pregise than . =~

) \
V;o;her federal programs, and 1t was necessarv to make estimations for -

f}:basis from &he Reports and Data Analysis'staff of the USOE Division of .E .

"lﬁlnsured Loans.“ Percentages for estimated loans to graduate students o

iiand students attending types of schools not included in this study were *©  ®

e subtracted frOmVeach state 8. tgtal Tbe memarning tdtal in each state
R g RS ‘x :
‘was treated as available for full time undergraduate study (see Table 10).

R It was necessary to assume that loans issued in one state but used in
‘ L
\/r.

Eanother would be approximately equal fh total value -among states.

L1

Stater by state inoome distr1butions og loan pecipients were avail-
able for l97l 72 from the Reports and Data Analysis staff (GSL l973),

but data wege not available for different types of inst1tutions within

-

each state.' Therefore, it~was necessaryvto estimate the loan dollar

distrihution among income intervals within types of ipstitutions. The

following procedure was used for the colleges and univegsities., 1f, fgr
oL @

1

Aexample, 20% of a state s tdtal loans were awarded to studengs w1th
\ v
: family incomes of "less than SBOOO" and 10% of. all a state"s studenﬁﬁ

with those family incomes were enrolled at pxlvate four -year colleges,‘;}"
then those students were assumed to have access to 2% of the total aid

(lOA of 20%). To the. extent possible; the distribution of the dollans *

AN
r A

‘was corroborated by data furnished by individual state guarantee agencies

and USOE regional offices. ' : : e N ; “ .

.

For example, loan vdlume in Alabama for FY 1973 was $11, 1&0«516@%2\-.7 PR

. NG L t
. .

%
From that amount, we subtracted 13. 6%, or $l,520 550” for students L

B . . 3 . i . .
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v . . , .
§ » v, M . -
¥ k ) X .
L = . L Tablé 10
s o - - . . i . .
- ) - AT A, ESTIMATED GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM VOLUME . . .
',‘_“ ‘ / E IN 1972-73 FOR UNDERGRADUATES ENROLLED = -
M ' R IN COLLEGES AND UN]VERSITIES ) / :
- )
. -
) 5 e : S - Locatjon GSL Dollars T . . .
R | Pe_ % . - T i - .
" f. - Alabama - $ 8,642,000
- . : 7 Alaska - , B 1“2'2,'000
. "Arizona ) -4, 33,000 . , ’
T Arkansas - N 2,909,000 -9 -
: : California L p 68,424,000 ¢! - @ . o
. Colorgdo B .~ 11,345,000 . o - °
. ‘ + R o Connecticut -24,349,000. T
i Ea Delaware : 2 . 798,000* . N
* "' District of Golumbia . 3,149,080 - . ,
A T Florida T, 118,276,000 . »
‘ < Ceorgla. 7 663, 000 . “
. ¢ . . Hawai 1,843,000 o ' N
: . Y : daho . . 2,788,000 USRS SRS
' 2 [T Illipgis 4, s #1e '3%,9‘70((5019 L il . - ®
. e n RS “ Wndiana ' 21;870,000 ¢ - . T 7 S
VRS S A - " lowa 16,311,000 - o
Kahgas * 8,649,000
g Kentucky ! 5,560,000 .
' ’ N . Louisiana 3 6,137,000
Maine 5,548,000 o
' , Maryland 12,038,000 " .
R Massachusetts o 23,593,000 - U
ot Michigan 15,137,000 oo,
. . _ i ] Minnésota 203890, 000 : »
s " - Mississippi 6,122,000- - x SN
: - : » Missouri 8,507,000 . : .
. Montana , 3,355,000 : e 0
Nebraska 7 604, 000 o R e
) . Nevada « 860,246 .
k ’ New Hampshire 2,279,000
. N ~ e o New Jersey’ 36,727, 000
" . New Mexico® 2 0250,‘000 . -
. : New York 145,692,000 P . ‘
. - North Carolina .4,892‘,000 ~
& . North Dakota 9,293,000 . * '
s oOhio ® . 22,450, 000 .
- . e Oklahoma 3,84F,00 . . 7 :
Oregon? % 7,151,002\ - i -
. Pennsylvania 73,125,000 ' R «
" .k ' Rhbde lsland_ . 7,354,000 \ :
- . South Carolina 889,000 \°
) . South Dbakota 5,490,000 RN
b R Tennessee - . 6,638,000 \ ®
i . X 29,774,000 o : "
oo v , 4,768,000 \'\ R
o, 2,712,000 N
B 10,725,000 . pov ;
. ' 14,903,000 é .
e . ¢ o . ia 5,251,000 : . ’
¢ N . Wisconsin 21,304,000
\ . . y . . ‘Wyoming % 970,000
. . Lo
) ' = a
. B . - .
7ok . / . 0, ' iﬁﬂew Mexico and Sputh Carolina have large * T
N ~ R ~proportigns of their GSL volumes effered -
L - ‘ L through institutions as lenders; there- .
\ . R - fore, their totals appear smaller tham .
= \{Q‘; Y o { ‘0_ .,‘;(,- ' * usual, GSL dollars that are controlled | . .
e ‘ - by institutional aid adminlstrators ap- ) L2t
A ’ el ’ o pear as fnstitutional ald™ : Y :
s . REE : ' e . .
N - - D h 24 a
- ' N o ‘ -~ Y
* « v ) .
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3

, + 1 -

enrolled in ?océtional schools. Another 9%, or $1,006, 246,,wa3 sul -,;

“tracted becghse that\is.the\:Z?Tanal estimate of the loans that go to

"~ students foi graduate study. An addltlonal 0.1%, or §11, 181»,mas sub-

) . \\\
. Less than $6,000 * - ' 33.4%
o v $8,999 19.0
o K ‘to $11,999 - 15.0 .
\ More thawm $12,000 .- - 23.6
- ' Independe students 9.0 '
> u . Total 100.0%
Multiplying those percentages by $8,643,000 produced these amogﬁts:
& ' . T . . e N -0 v ) ) .~ . »
0 - a 5, - "?‘.“
‘Less than $6,000 $2,886,762 ™
y' $6,000 to $8,999 ° » 1,642,170 :
v $9,000 'to $11,999 , . 1,296,450 .
gL ‘ More than §12,000 2,039,748 « ..
) Indgpendeqt’sfudéntg : ‘ 3’7721820 -t : ._-Jﬁf
# . " . . N
- , Total . N . $9,643,000 - N

.$8,643,00D.

tracted from the total because that amount was "loaned to students by

colteges acting as lenders and would’ e reported in the study as insti-

539, which Was rounded to
N

w4

tutional funds. This left us w1th $8 64

P N

Loans in &labatta in 1971-72: T \\\

~.
~.

©

The perhent distribution of stude?ks in those intervals by instifutions is:
=t _ _ 7 - g >

. b [

o : T L “p .
' s ' ‘\ .
Eaueran oy IWO-Yéar ,
Public . Privafte - Public Private'
.J‘\ 2 * - kj 7

Less thap $6,000 47.1% 25.5%  25.1%  12.3%
$6,000 to $8,999 50.0 °, 17.4 30.4 ( 2.2 . "“
$9,000 to $11,999 67.4. 12.3 18.8 ‘1.5 o
More than $12,000 76.3 12,1 _ 10.1 1.5
Independent students 67 ) 10.5 - 21.2” 0.7 # .,

a ! [ . < A

?

. . - 95 . .
@ . . N
" : \ _—
N <" . ' .
,
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Less than $6,000

R
CETy

, Produces the fﬁll&wing:

~

°

Four-Year

» . Divididg&théiﬂq%@afs into'iﬁcome intervals by types of institutions

Two~-Year

_Public

Private ,. .Total

¢ " public

1

Private

$1,759,665 $ 736,124 $ 724,577

$ 66,396 $2,886,762

$5,136,724 $1,509,811 $1,838,454

‘~

v

]

‘ $6,000 to $8,999 821,084 285,738~ - 499,230 36,128+ 1,642,170
$9)000 to $11,999 873,807 159,463 . 243,733 19,447 1,296,450
) than-$12,000 -~ 1,556,328 246,810 206,015 _ 30,595 2,039,748
1 <2 .:v IndeRendent students 525,840 81,676 164,909

5,445 771,870.°, .
$158,011" $8,643,000

. ' A similar procedure was followed for each of the other states,

using theil income distributions and the GSL data for, each state. "‘ o
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Basic Grant qualified applicants fox~ewa«peiﬁts in the current processing ¥
year.

by institutional type was available for November 30,

1975,

VI BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM -
BEOG officials provided SRI with state- by-state dist;ibutions of

A distribution of Basic Grant qualified applicants by state and

1974; for January 7,

these estimations.

the Basic Grant‘officials provided a distribution of qualified ap-

plicants by family income interval and state. Unfortunately,*a istribu-

tion of qualified applicant family income by types pf institutio
not exist; it was therefore necessary to. devise a method for developing
The State of Alabama will be used as an illustration

of the process. ' . o T

Table 11 displays the distribution of Alabama students receiving.

Basic Grant eligibility by - type of institutjon as of. November 30, 1974

(9 282 students)k and Table 12 shows the diétribution as of January 7,

19?5 (11,671 students). Since it was preferable to maximize the estimates

of dollars received, thereby minimizing the amount of unmet need, the

larger figure was used to make the estimates of total dollars in Alabama;

Table‘lZ also includes these calculations..

b A ¢

The average award was estimated from the maximum award a student

with that eligibility 1ndex for each type of inst1tution might receivye.

w

-This maximum was obtalned from the BEOG Payment Schedgle of Awards for

1974-75. The maximum assumes that .all students’

\

per year, a valid assumption for the college students.

hudgets exceed $l999
,However, for

some of the other postsecondary.students, this estimate may be 10% high.

o
1




‘the Basic Grarit

¢ Ed
~ 4 «
Table 11 R
BASIC GRANT' RECIPIENTS IN 1974 75, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE‘ . N . '
ALABAMA . f
R ' 4 - ar i o o gt AT T .-mw;'
b e aen P T ‘”‘ﬁ“' ‘ Average ‘ N
¢ ) t Eligiblllty
Type Number Pgrcéﬁt Index .f'
Four-year public 3312 35.7% 300 o
. Four-year private 2361 25.4 . 235 “2§$E
‘ Two-yeat public 2189 23.6° 245 ¢
.Two-year private . 314 3.4 159
' Public voc/tech 178 1.9 .78
Proprietaries 777 8.4 180 ' .
All others 151 _1.6 161 , "
. Total . 9282  100.0% 247
\ ’ . '
Table 12 ( .
ESTIMATED BASIC GRANT DOLLARS AWARDED IN 1974-75: -
ALABAMA #| 5
LW
‘o A - .
, N\\\‘Ni Average
Type ‘*Students - Percent . Award Total
* o ) : - « g .
» Four-year publgc v 4,164 35.7% $806 % 3,356,184 .
Four-year priVata 2,969 . 25.4 882 - 2,618,658 -
Two-year public 2,752 23.6 882 ° 2,427,264  °
Two-year private 3% . 3.4 918 361,692
» Public vocgtech - 1222 1.9 918 ' 203,796
* Proprietaries 980 8.4 .-918 + 899,640 .
ALl others .~ 190 1.6 918 124,420 -
. .Totals : 11,671  100.0% . $860 $10, 041,654 . §

°

To fit the SRI- format,

-

L 4

the seven types of ins;itutions%}isted by

28

34

L4
!
&,\

officials were recategorized as follgwsﬁ

N




.. v " Basic Grant SRI L
. g 1 - ] . A o .
.‘ ‘ vl . 1 . v-
. Public four yeaL : Public four-year o
. . 5 S A N [ b
e ;’_MP lvate fOUnnyean—d—qrd——~Priﬁgte four-yeaﬁ N
ko * e e n TR N ~
7. . e - L
o - Puplic two*year o -
s Private two~year Public two-year - e Ty

Public voc/tec ’

. rivate two-year

g ’ ~— Proprietarie

All 6thers

Having obtained the maxihum estimate of Basic Grant dellars by in-

“\ ' : stitutional types, the next step was to estimate the dollars received by
¢ students! in.family income categories: $0-$5,999,. $6,000-58, 999 $9, 000—

$12 000, and $12, 000 and above. The January 7, 1975, report provided

eligibillty indexes for student recipients by 12 1ntervals. THerefore,

.appropriate intervals were combined. . . e
"¢ Witb Alabama agaln used as an example, Table 13 dlsplaxe the average
0 ellgibility indexeSafor Basic Grant recipients,’ their family 1ncomes,
and their»estlma;ed grants. - ‘ ) \\\\
" | Table 13 - Ce
X ’
AVERAGE ELIGlBILITY INDEXES FOR BASIC GRANTS IN 1974 75
) . ~« BY INCOME INTERVAL:
; - s ) : ) ALAﬁAMA . . ! )
Q ., : - < o
Ce " R B o Eligibility Average
Income Intgrval Percent _Index | ' _Grant
Less than $6,000 57.0% 134 ¢ $956
& $6,000 to $8,999 21.4 310 806
g $9,000 to $11,999 4.4 : 582 Y 578 ae %
’ More than $12,000 7.2 - 802 * 288 .
' Total 7 100.0% | 284 821 "
\ : * . L
" o ‘ o _ v i B

35 R W e,
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It wiﬁl be noticed that the averagefgrant award in Table 12 was

$860 and in Table 13 was $821.“

YIS 3 e

of averaging and of calculations based on data collected at different

l
i . ’
times. . a
, . i S «

s 1

Tge average grant awards by income inté%vals were multiplied by the

\
numb@r of students in each 1nterval to determine the percentage of dol-

[

lars received by students in each income interval (see Table l4) it

W1ll 'be noted that the larger total estimate wasmused. Lo A
% . AE .
- . N 3

. ‘ P Table l4

ESTIMATED BASIC GRANT AWARD TOTALS IN 1974=75,

'This 4% 'difﬁer-énceﬂis *pro‘bab’["}'r:‘a fu‘nc"'t'ion :

| BY INCOME INTERVAL

ALABAMA -

-

. Income -Interval Total Grants  Percent
" Less than $6,000 $ 6,657,617 66.3%
$6,000 to $8,999 2,108, 747 21.0 .
$9,000 to $11,999 1,024,249 10. 2 o
More than $12,000 251,041 2.5
Total $10,041,654  100.0%

A£ter the total dollars. awarded to students by incéme .intervals and

by instititions were known, a matrix could be devised to apportion the

awards among income intervals vwithin institutional types (see Table 15)

o

The assumptiod‘undeglylng thid matrix is that the Basic Grant dollars are
awarded to students at each inst1tution in propgrtlon to the state pro-

portion within a givenﬁincome 1nterval Fom example, the public four-
year college students received $3, 356 gbO in Ba51c Gra LS. Of this.

£ ¢
‘amounty, $2, 22%%000 wasﬁass1gne% to students witﬁ family 1ncome§ of ldus

thah $6000. That wds 66.3%¥0f the total

B ¢

to the distrybutional percentage o}

a pe%&en%age that corresponds
studepé% from 16% income@fg$1lles who

s \

~ were enrolled in puﬁlicgfoug -year colleges

g o - 30 k %i ol o
: TR | -
: ¢ g i % |
-7 36 gt - -
. a ° . ;gk é? ,

B

-




¢

&? ¥ ~ BY INCOME INTERVAL AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION

. Table 15

'ESTIMATED BASIC GRANTS IN 1974-75,

ALABAMA
(In Thousands of Dollars) .
4
\f\  Four-Year . Two-Year )

g *
Income Interval Public Private Publig Private Total
N e .

Less than $6,000  $2225 - $1736  .$1609 $240 . $5810
$6,000 to $8;999 705 550 510 76 1841
" $9,000 to $11,999 342 267 248 37 894
More than $12,000 . __ 84 65 61 9 219 -
Total . $3356 52618 $2428 $362  $8764
. : .o e i v T S

AR

) A11 ipstltutions, excluding public voc/tech, proprietaries, '
and "other.' ,
[ °
o
s r
, S 1
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"Jare included in the institutions'

-

oo ~ VII INSTITUTIONAL AID : -

»

-The primary source for the amount of institutional financial a
students was the Institutional Application to Participate in F

dent Financial AidﬁPrograms,_FY 1974 (APPLCN).* To particip

. or more of three-fnstitutionally based federal programs (CWS,fNDSL,
° Ed

fd to
eral Stu-

e in one

and

.SE0G),  the Highier Education Amendments of 1968 require that the institu-
tions report and spend for financial'sid the»amou t listed on their
APP1GNs under ''maintenance of level of Eupport." The'foliowing funds
maintenance 1eue1 of support' -the in-
stitutional grants-in-aid and scholarshlps, includlng state scholarships-
that‘are controlled and adminisfered,byvthe institu 1on; institutional
waivers of\tuitlons and fees,»institd> '

.t 1oans, loans made

under the Federally lnsured Student Loan, Progﬂam, Title IV, if the in-

stitution acts as a lender; the instlt‘.ional shares of.the United Stu-

o

QEnt Aid Funds,. Inc., Qgiiege Reserve rogram, nursing and health profeS-

sions financial aid programs NDSL Program, and CWs Program (1imited to
on-campus institutional shate, unless the institution»has provided off-

campus matching shares from its own funds); institutional employment (ex-
/.

clusive of federal share of CWS Programs), and student wages frpm employ-

ment contracted by an institution with a private concern, - such aq food

services, and laupdry and dry clean}ng.
i 1"i|

°The @iollar amounts for ma1ntenance 1eve1 of support for each type,

-

of institution were summed ﬁor each. state, and thls»amount was considered

the total available 1nstitutiona1 aid

4
A

~ i .
o

-

* . ' .
Data on institutional aid were placed on the Tripartite tape.

i

. 32
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The maintendnce fagure can include
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‘ ) undergraduate students. Howey/
. . since there\§23~n9\ziz\fgxf;fi::te the percéntage of funds that Aere
) used by graduates, a}l of the intenance funds were listed as available

to dndergraduates. This produced an inflated picture 3ﬁ available aid

awafds\ayailable to both graduat

for undergraduates at universities but was preferable to underestimating

available aid, since one of our primary purposes was to identify minimum

“ levels of net unmet need.

.

Another problem with the/maintenance figures is that a large per-
centage of these dollars--nearly 50% in most states--is digtributed.to
students who may or may not have financial need. ZTherefore; it was nec-

egsary to obtain estimates of the students, by family income, who are re~

ceiping the aid dollars. ‘ , .

‘Several statewide financial aid studies have revealed patterns of

=)

the distribution of institutional dollars that are consistent from state
to state within different types of institutions. The results of a 1973
survey by Southern Regional Education Board staff (Davis, l974) prOVided

the framework for the national estimates of the institutignal aid dollars
: 4

v

o on’ the basis of institutional types. | ; : , \
, y » ‘ ‘ )
In that study, a representative sample of nearly 100 southern insti-
L . “ . &
tutions was surveyed. Aid officers were asked to classify their. institu-. ;

tional of institutionally controlled aid monies according to the folldWwing

degrees of availability: ) : | : » Lo Qﬁ‘

.

o

o General Availability--Unrestricted funds™ generally bute
not completely based on financial need. This category
contains the largest number of applicants qualifying and .
receiving assistance. v

¢ Limited -Availability--Funds fypically, but not excfﬁaively,
b »'awarded to recipients on the basis of specific character- ? =
" istics or educational goals., EFinancial need is considered
' but the awards are not assigned stricﬁly on the basis of ?
need. . = \

t o :

33 o N




2 : '
’ * e Restricted Availability--Funds that are highly,restfict%d
’///1 ' by geography, curriculum, secondaty school preparation, _
institutional matriculaticft, donor preferences of choices, ,
or spechal and unusual recipient characteristics. Need
may or may not be a qualification for an award. v
Examples of programs in each category are as follows. General R

availability includes funds from the federal NDSL SEOG, and" CWS\programB, .,

=~
and some state student financial aid programs. Limited availabiiity in~
I
eludes the federal Law Enforcement Education Program, 'the HealthﬁProfes-
& |
o , sions and Nursing Student Assistance Progr , and most of the fupds re-

ported in this,study as guaranteed loan program'funds. Resofict'd

] | ‘ .

. - - arships awarded to students for athletic,vmusic, or other special} talents,

and awards 'made to welfare recipients or veterans and their depen!
. . '/ : “ ! ) "“‘,

- The SREB'surzjy/proﬁuced some conSistentles;imates of the inltitu-

-

tional and instit tionally controlled funds in these'three categoyies

The percentages tor five types of institutions appear in Tablel@6.

& 1 ! ,,,;?
‘ Table 16 ‘ ) ' L

/ s ) PERCENTAGE OF INSTITUTIONAL OR INSTITUTIONALLY CONTROLLED
' - AID FUNDS ACCORDING TO DEGREE B o
i ~ OF AVAILABILITY, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPES . |

i . . ¢ Degree ol Ava11ability
v t . Ingtitutional Type General - Ia?dted Restricted
. " { :
"Four-yeat public,éollegeﬁ - .57% 2% ' é&%
Four~year independent collleges 67 10 <)

" Two=-year public colleges 52 ' 21 27

Two-year independent colleges 60 15 ‘ . 25

" Voc/tech/business schools 56 - 19 ’ 25

¢

After the amount of dollars was obtained for each instItutionalutype

in each’ state, that amount was'muitiplied.by ghe,appropriate percentage

34
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B A et Provided by R

»
L

.

///ﬂhile this estimation 1acks the precisibn that 1s desirable under optimal

\

among- all students in the s+me way that the ‘combined NDSL CWS

-

. of'generally available funds.

r 2
The vesulting product was distributed'

Cae

dollars had been d15tr1bute¢ to students 1ngthat type gffrnstitution in
! . ! ) . .

each state.

. . - —
.

v _The limited and restricted a1d dollqrs are not distributed primarily

\

7

o

3

o~

—

—

.

v

. on the basis ojiﬁinanc1a1-need and S was assumed that students in each

_,««‘l

fore, ﬁhese aid ddllars w/re/ﬂistripwted among income categories accofding

e

. 1ncome/interva1 had & nearly -equal oppgrtn’ity to recefve them.
. /

R

There-

PR

to the percentageyof enrolled students within the respeotive intervals.

conditions, its blas is in the directign of. uhdgrestlmatlpg

" of f1nancia1 aid to 1ower income students.
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P . | . .. , 19 n ) .\\ . - \AA ) | 0 e
:: ' : The benefits to _veterang in collgge durin; FY 1973 cited: 1n Table\ | gé

“ 37 of "Student A1d Descrlptions and Options were estimated using sum- :

‘mary tapes’ from the Veterans Admlnlstration. The summary tapes prodeed ' g

- 1nformation on the’ type of 1nst1tution\the veterdn attended the state h‘ “ ’%
%ﬁy “in which he attended “the number of dependents he had, and his status as N

a full-time or. part- time“student.v Slnéé the\tapes did not include 1nfor— ;#

’
’ ‘ Q LA A

P -7 mation on the educational ass1stance allowance granted monthly awards o

o ;ﬂ;;zw% for each state were produced by multlplylng»the number of Veterans by

Fe ':' , the amount approprlate to their status, as is shownqgn the monthly allow-
N S .

- »

S “.. . anee schedule in Table 17. Yearly benefits were produced by muLtiplylng

- o fhe monthiy award by a factor of 9. 5.' LT .jb' '~\¢ - ;ﬁﬁ'{
y ST _ Table 17 : | LT
. . Lo ) v [3 : ) B ) \li ) 4 . ) » ’
R 4 MONTHLY EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCENALLOWANCE -~ -, -~ .0 ,
w o L FOR VETERANS: FY“19;§\\\\ : Coe N
et e i o ) . \ : . A s |
% Ch - D | : - P N : o AR N
' A S — Co- B SN
r .'4; a _ N © QOne ‘ Two - More Tha‘.'"n*Two ' S
) ‘chdent"Statﬁs* Depeffdents Dependént Dependents Dependents -
i “Full-time .~ $220 $261 . .$298 . _  $18 ‘
S Three-quarter tim 165 - 196" . 224 14
_ Half- time 110 - 131 . %49” P 9. Y
B ) / © ‘ o A
L / P g : L A
e | |
. Veterans 09 ed as % on the gummary, tppes were full=- time,_3s were con- e
o sidered tnfee quarter t1me, and 2s %nd ls were half-time. : ’
K ‘ < TThe amount shewn under two dependents plus the following for each depen-
"+ dent 1n excess of two.
' * /
36 o ‘
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The assumptions and estlmation techniques explalned in this report
formad the bas1s of "Student Aid DeScriptlon and Options Y The prOJ-

*  ect's earlx\stages were fraught w1th problems of merging dﬁssimi&ar data

.

~colle‘es and (2) independent students. o

o ©

. -

The ﬁinancial aid officer estimates form the basisvof the report

’

" because they are the only comprehensive data on both aid recipients and'°

N . ) “w - E 4 . . L. B .
R athe.uhdergraduate student body at individual campyses in each state; how-
T ever, wheh their estimates are compared with other student income d1stri-

butions,‘gt is" apparent that the aid officers underestimated the family

alternative income dlstfibutions a midrange e@timate and the Freshman '
N r .
- !
Norm estimate,kwere also included in the report. -J k
. I 1 9 . ¢ !

. [N |

|
. The second area for reflnement entails independent students. Be-

cause little data have been collected about independent students it was
TSR CN ‘ .

e ﬁ‘:' ' necessary to develop the estimatiolp techniques discussed in this ‘research
0 - note. . The numbers of 1ndependent and part-time students are eXpected to

oL increase in the comlng yearsy we suggest that more}data be collected

3 °ab0ut;these studentspas well as those attending proprietary schools.

_— .tQ ‘ - ) ) v g
Oux other suggestion stems from the frustrating problems we faced

. . . / . o .
when using data from sources that had, combined information imto different

categories. COmprehensive'studiesVsuch as ours cbuld be completed. more
- \ effectively if government agencies and research~groups«would categorlze N
) "N

“ the data according to an agreed-upon system. p B

°
A
’

CERIC - | | o

X,

" bdses, and a rev1ew of the ﬂata shows limltationsmin two arFas.A (1) the )

_finan&1al aid offlcers income distribution of students att%nding their '~

' 1n06/es of dependent students attending the1r colleges. Therefore, two “w;rk

L

~—an
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